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ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate adjourn under the previous order
after the remarks of Senator BYRD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

————
RELIEF FOR AMERICAN TROOPS

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, Senators
and Representatives are now returning
to Washington, D.C., from their so-
journs to their home districts. With
the turn of a page on a calendar, the
dog days of summer draw to a close,
and our Nation’s Capital City returns
to life from its annual slumber. The
business of government is set once
more to spring into high gear as the
oppressive heat of August turns to the
cooler days of September.

Many of those who carry out the
work of the American people were for-
tunate to escape the worst days of the
oppressive Washington summer. But as
policy makers return to their hectic
schedules, we must remember that
there are many thousands of Ameri-
cans on the other side of the globe who
were not afforded any relief from swel-
tering temperatures or allowed any bit
of relaxation from their life-threat-
ening missions.

There was no summer vacation for
the 136,000 U.S. troops in Iraq, the
34,000 soldiers in Kuwait, or the 9,600
personnel in Afghanistan. These Amer-
icans sweated through all 31 days of
August under their Kevlar helmets and
heavy bulletproof vests. Many had no
opportunity to enjoy the luxury of air
conditioning or even a simple glass of
ice water, for they were kept on high
alert during every waking moment
watching for snipers, booby traps, and
assassins.

As the cost of our occupation of Iraq
continues to grow, it is increasingly
apparent to the American people that
the White House has gotten the United
States more deeply involved in Iraq
than the administration’s pre-war rhet-
oric would ever have led us to believe.

As of Friday, August 29, we have lost
282 Americans during the invasion and
occupation of Iraq, and nearly 1,400
have been wounded during that time.
The news today is of two more soldiers
killed in a roadside bomb attack. The
number of American lives lost is quick-
ly approaching the total number of
Americans Kkilled during 1991’s Oper-
ation Desert Storm, when 292 troops
lost their lives to hostile fire and acci-
dents.

The dangers of Iraq have shown no
signs of abating. The August 19 bomb-
ing of the U.N. headquarters in Bagh-
dad claimed the lives of 23 inter-
national aid workers, and the August
29 bombing of a mosque in Najaf ap-
pears to have killed more than 80 wor-
shipers.

Only a handful of Iraqi leaders who
are pictured on the military’s most-
wanted deck of cards remain at large,
but the perpetrators of the attacks
seem to be broadening their set of tar-
gets. It appears that the violence is not
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just perpetrated by Iraqis, but that
Iraq is becoming a new stage for terror-
ists to strike at the United States. The
top Army officer in charge of ground
troops in Iraq, General Ricardo San-
chez, spoke in July describing our oc-
cupation forces as a ‘‘terrorist magnet,
where America, being present here in
Iraq, creates a target of opportunity.”

While the sons and daughters of
America continue to patrol the shoot-
ing gallery in Iraq, progress toward
bringing reinforcements from our
friends and allies has proceeded at a
miserable pace. For every foreign sol-
dier in Iraq, there are nearly nine
American troops. Other countries with
sizable militaries, such as France, Ger-
many, and India, have flatly refused to
participate in the occupation of Iraq
without a U.N.-authorized peace-
keeping mission. Turkey, our staunch
ally on the northern border of Iraq, has
announced that it will delay a vote on
sending peacekeepers until some time
in October.

Does it really come as a surprise to
anyone that many of our allies are re-
luctant to commit their own troops to
the aftermath of a pre-emptive war,
considering how the Administration
tried to bully them during our head-
long rush to war against Iraq? While
the White House was furiously trying
to twist arms in Berlin, Paris, Ankara,
and Moscow to gain acquiescence to a
war in Iraq, millions took to the
streets to protest the President’s pol-
icy toward Iraq.

According to polls released by the
Pew Research Center on March 18, 2003,
the day before the war began, opposi-
tion to a war in Iraq was at 69 percent
in Germany, 75 percent in France, 86
percent in Turkey, and 87 percent in
Russia. Yet the White House scoffed at
this opposition and belittled the need
to unify the world in confronting Sad-
dam Hussein. Could it be that our
troops are now paying the price for the
Administration’s bullheaded rush to
war without the broad and active sup-
port of the international community?

But even if more international troops
arrive under the Administration’s
plans, Americans should not be lulled
into thinking that the threat to our
troops will be over. Pentagon planners
are now working to divide the occupa-
tion of Iraq among the British, an un-
identified foreign force, and U.S.
troops.

It appears that this plan will con-
tinue to have American troops bear the
responsibility of patrolling the ‘“‘Sunni
triangle,” where the bulk of the guer-
rilla attacks have been occurring. Our
men and women in uniform will con-
tinue to walk through the dangerous
back alleys of Baghdad, Tikrit, and
Fallujah, facing daily attacks. For so
long as U.S. troops continue to carry
the overwhelming bulk of the occupa-
tion mission in Iraq, our troops will re-
main overburdened and under fire.

Let there be no doubt, our troops are
stretched thin. On June 24, 2003, I re-
quested a study by the Congressional
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Budget Office on how a protracted mis-
sion in Iraq could affect our military
readiness. In particular, I asked how
many troops our armed forces can de-
vote to a long-term occupation of Iraq,
what stresses this might place upon
the National Guard and the Reserves,
and what costs and risks may be asso-
ciated with the strain upon our forces.

The results of the CBO study, which
will be released tomorrow, is quan-
tified evidence that the long-term oc-
cupation is straining our forces close
to the breaking point.

According to the advance copy of the
CBO report that was delivered to my
office today, if we are to rely primarily
on the active duty Army to carry out
the occupation of Iraq while maintain-
ing our presence in Korea, Afghanistan,
the Balkans, and elsewhere, we can
only maintain 38,000 to 64,000 soldiers
in Iraq and Kuwait over the long term.

Even if the Pentagon takes extraor-
dinary measures, such as depending on
large deployments of the National
Guard and the Reserves and using Ma-
rines as peacekeepers, the CBO report
estimates that we could still only sus-
tain 67,000 to 106,000 troops in Iraq for
the long term. The annual incremental
cost for a continuing deployment of
this size, assuming that the security
situation becomes stable, could be up
to $19 billion per year.

Some have suggested that the strain
on our soldiers in Iraq could be relieved
by adding 2 new Army divisions to the
existing 10. The CBO report estimates
that this option would cost up to $19.4
billion in one-time costs, would add an-
other $9.5 billion to $10.1 billion to the
annual defense budget, and would take
from 3 to 5 years to field those troops.

The CBO report also analyzes how a
large commitment of troops to Iraq
would affect the ability of our armed
forces to respond to a crisis elsewhere
in the world, such as a North Korean
invasion of South Korea. Not surpris-
ingly, the larger the commitment the
U.S. maintains in Iraq, the fewer
troops we would have ready to respond
to other threats. The statistics con-
tained in the CBO report prompts more
questions about the readiness of our
military during a sustained occupation
of Iraq.

The CBO also reports that our troop
levels in Iraq will have to start declin-
ing by March 2004 if we hope to pre-
serve readiness in our armed forces. In-
deed, the Army has already drafted a
plan to start rotating units in and out
of Iraq by that time. But this plan also
anticipates that foreign troops will ar-
rive to take up the slack in the occupa-
tion mission created by a declining
number of U.S. troops. So far, however,
administration efforts to line up coun-
tries to join in this mission have been
less than impressive.

That the White House failed to pre-
pare the American public for the de-
mands of post-war Iraq on our troops is
painfully evident.

Now there are rumblings that the ad-
ministration may be ready to swallow
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its false pride and seek a new U.N. res-
olution to encourage foreign participa-
tion in the occupation of Iraq. This
would be a positive development, one
that the administration should have
embraced a long time ago.

We have heard grandiose claims of
international cooperation from this ad-
ministration before. On April 8, 2003,
President Bush promised a ‘‘vital role”
for the U.N. in rebuilding Iraq. When
pressed about what he meant, the
President responded:

When we say vital role for the United Na-
tions, we mean vital role for the United Na-
tions in all aspects of the issue.

Let us hope that reality begins to
match rhetoric.

I sincerely hope that the talk of a
rapprochement with the U.N. is not
more rhetoric or posturing by the ad-
ministration. Our sons and daughters
cannot be asked to bear the heavy bur-
dens in Iraq essentially alone. The re-
port that will be issued by the Congres-
sional Budget Office tomorrow dem-
onstrates that even our overwhelming
military technology cannot offset the
toll of maintaining a huge commit-
ment of troops in Iraq for the long
haul.

We can no longer afford to deliberate
on whether to put a formal request for
peacekeepers before NATO and the
United Nations Security Council.

Every day frittered away by the ad-
ministration is another day that our
troops will bear the staggering burden
of the dangers of occupation virtually
alone.

Every month that goes by without
more help from our friends and allies
means billions more taxpayer dollars
spent on our occupation of Iraq, and
most sadly, more grieving American
families.

For the sake of the brave men and
women who serve our country in uni-
form on the dangerous streets and in
the back alleys of Iraq, the administra-
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tion should do now what it failed to do
before the war. The United States must
ask for the support of NATO and the
United Nations to share not only the
burdens but also the decisions regard-
ing post-war Iraq. That appeal must be
genuine and must be made now.
I yield the floor.

———

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL TOMORROW
AT 9:30 A.M.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate stands
adjourned until 9:30 a.m. tomorrow.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 4:15 p.m.,
adjourned until Wednesday, September
3, 2003, at 9:30 a.m.

——————

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate September 2, 2003:
DEPARTMENT OF STATE

DAVID L. LYON, OF CALIFORNIA, A CAREER MEMBER
OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, TO SERVE CONCUR-
RENTLY AND WITHOUT ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION AS
AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO BE AMBAS-
SADOR TO THE REPUBLIC OF KIRIBATI.

IN THE NAVY

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
AS CHIEF OF NAVAL RESERVE, UNITED STATES NAVY,
AND APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED WHILE
ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPON-
SIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 601 AND 5143:

To be vice admiral
REAR ADM. JOHN G. COTTON, 0000
IN THE AIR FORCE

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES AIR
FORCE UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624:

To be lieutenant colonel

GEOFFREY H. HILLS, 0000
JOHN B. STEELE, 0000

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES AIR
FORCE UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624:

To be major

CRAIG H. MORRIS, 0000
SHERICE D. YOUNG, 0000

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES AIR
FORCE UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624:
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To be major
BRIAN P. OLSON, 0000

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES AIR
FORCE UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624:

To be major

TERI L. POULTON-CONSOLDANE, 0000
SHELDON G. WHITE, 0000

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES AIR
FORCE UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624:

To be major

SCOTT G. BOOK, 0000
JAMES L. FOLZ, 0000
CHRISTOPHER G. HAYES, 0000
BRIAN M. LONG, 0000
SARAH K. SLAVENS, 0000
IN THE ARMY

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY
IN THE JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL CORPS AND FOR
REGULAR APPOINTMENT UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SEC-
TIONS 624, 531, AND 3064:

To be colonel
KEVIN J. CHAPMAN, 0000

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624:

To be lieutenant colonel

MARY M. MCCORD, 0000

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624:

to be lieutenant colonel
CHARLES A. JARNOT, 0000

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY
AND FOR REGULAR APPOINTMENT UNDER TITLE 10,
U.S.C., SECTION 624 AND 531:

To be major
JOSEPH T. RAMSEY, 0000
IN THE MARINE CORPS

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES MA-
RINE CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624:

To be lieutenant colonel
BRYAN D. MCKINNEY, 0000

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES MA-
RINE CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624:

To be major
JON C. RHODES, 0000
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